Yarmolinsky, May 16 

Told of"missiles by McH about 0730 Oct lb. McN reaction tnen was: 

Inis snows how stupid it was to draw that line; I iadvised 
against it. 

Mch thought there might not have had to be a crisis if JFK 
hadn't drawn tue line. 

Y. thinks it uxilikely that Jl’K would have made the firm, 
precise commitment he aid ii he had thought there wa3 much chance 
it might be called. He made it public only for political reasons. 
((This aoesu't Say he wouldn't have wanted to move; reflects general 
oolitician's aversion to making advance commitments when he doesn't 
have to.)) 

If commitment had not been made, SU move would not have had the 
ominous significance it did: of "calling" us; of putting Pres and 
US prestige so clearly at stake. 

((Would K success have been so marked if it had nor been made 
in face of US commitment? Perhaps so: because fact of putting 
missiles into Caribbean—still apart from military significance— 
would have been still noted; in effect, people wouia say we should 
have drawn a line, or would have if situation rei lly favored us, or 
if we naa any guts or were really willing to use force. 

Still, if K expected to succeed despite commitment, then commitmh 
wouia make nis victory still greater (just as "naming" K by JCK on 
Oct 22 made success greater, though perhaps less likely). Thus, 
though JFK's public statements of 4 and 13 Sept, though they might 
have raised in K's mind the probaoil_ty of a US counter, might also 
have raised tne potential rewards in K's mind and might have leit 
the prob of US action still low (especially if he thought JFK already 
xax knew of plan for missiles, in addition to his willingness to 
swallow SAMs, etc.) 

((Did K realize what a difference the difference between SAMs 
and MHBHs was? The main, essential difference is that the US public 
tnought there was a difference. Were they excited about SAMs? 

Hot too much? put Russian troops might have been a different matter; 
maybe 11-26's. 

Why was there not a SAM crisis? An 11-28 crisis? A build-up 
crisis? 

Given that US public was so sensitive to missiles—given that 
their presence would inevitably cause puulic pain , hence cause 
politicians pain —then failure to move effectively would raise 
questions about US power and will to use its power to avert or remove 
pain and satisfy public and leaders' feelings : Euxisx regardless of 
whether or not the Russian move constituted a "real danger" or would 
make a "real difference" in a war. 

Moreover, willingness to cause such pain in US would suggest 
to observers that K—presumably in a good position to know, presumably 
a prudent man—regarded JFK power and resolution with contempt, 
skepticism: especially with JFK commitment, but even without. 


Yurmolmsny, Kay lb 

i'ola oi' .missiles by McN about 0750 Oct lb. Ken reaction tnen vac: 

Xma snows now stupiu it was to uruw Lnat line; 1 -tain auviaed 
Ugainat it. 

Ach txiou 0 ht there mi c nt not nave nau to ue a crisis if Jl'K 
naun 1 o u x <.*w xx one line. 

y. things it unliKely that Jl'K would nave made the firm, 
precise cornmitmexit ne die if he had tnou^ht there was much chance 
it might oe called. He mace it public only for political reasons. 
((This uoesu't say he wouldn't have wanted to move; reflects general 
politician's aversion to making advance commitments wnen he doesn't 
nave to.)) 

If commitment had not been made, SU move would not nave had the 
ominous sigi.illc^nce it did: of "calling" us; of putting Pres and 
US presii G e so clearly at stake. 

((Would K success have been so marked if it had not been made 
in face of Ua commitment? Pernaps so: oecause fact of putting 
missixes into Caribbean—still apart from military significance— 

Wouia nave been still noted; in effect, people would say we snould 
nave drawn a line, or would have if situation re<lly favored us, or 
if we nau any guts or v. ; ere really willing to use force. 

Still, if K expected to succeed despite commitment, then commitmh 
vouiu maxe nis victory still greater (just as "naming" K by JCK on 
Oct 22 maue success greater, though perhaps less lively). Thus, 
tnuugn jFK's puolic statements of 4 and l'j> Sept, tnou & h they mi e nt 
nave raised in K's mind the probability of a US counter, mi^nt also 
nave raisuu tne potential rewards in K's rnixxa and might have left 
tne prou of US action still low (especially if he txxought JFK already 
nau anew oi' plan lor missiles, in audition to nis willingness to ' 
swallow SAi'.s, etc.) 

((Uia K realize what a difference tne difference between SAms 
and KhUris was? Tne main, essential difference is tnat the US public 
tiioujn tnere was a difference. Were tney excited aoout SAKS? 
hot too much? put Russian troops mi u nt have been a ail fer exit matter; 
maybe 11-26's. 

Why was tnere not a SAxi crisis? An 11-26 crisis? A buiia-up 
crisis? 

Given that US puolic was so sensitive to missiles—given tnat 
tnuir presence would inevitably cause puolic pain , hence cause 
politicians pain —then failure to move ei'iectively v/ould raise 
quu^tiw/us aoout US power and will to use its power to avert or remove 
pain and satisfy puolic and leaders’ feelings ; nttilnx regardless of 
wnether or not the Kussian move constituted a "real aaxiger" or woulu 
mane a "real difference" in a war. 

nortover, willingness to cause such pain in US would suggest 
to observers that K—presumably in a good position to know, presumably 
a pruutnt man--regardea jFK power aiad resolution with coxite^pt, 
sxepticism: especially with JFK commitment, but even without. 



